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of academic conclusions about the merits of the process, there is substantial evidence of high levels of public satisfaction with direct democracy. Surveys of citizens in California,15 Washington,16 Oregon,17 and Florida18 find over two-thirds of respondents having favourable attitudes towards their state's initiative process.
Other strands of discussions over the value of direct democracy, at least among proponents, have sought to emphasize the role it will play in motivating and energizing a sense of civic engagement and participation.19 It is an argument clearly in keeping with a long-held tradition from classical democratic theory that participation is not just of value in and of itself, but that it also has an educative role that promotes civic engagement and wider virtues.20 Similar themes have been echoed at least since de Tocqueville's observation that citizens learn political skills via participation in voluntary organizations. 21 Almond and Verba's study of citizen attitudes, for example, found that experiences with democratic decision making in schools or in families were related to adult participation in politics and to the belief that individuals can influence government. The effect held for citizens in Britain, Germany, Italy and Mexico. 22 As applied to contemporary direct democracy, the anticipated effects of participation have often been couched in terms of an expected favourable impact on turnout rates23 and increased civic engagement.24 Hard data, however, has Democracy, Institutions and Attitudes 375 cast some doubt on the stimulating effects of direct democracy on turnout.25 The more subtle effects of direct democracy on citizen attitudes about politics in the United States has rarely been tested,26 and studies of the effects of participation in legislative and executive elections in West Germany and the United States found that the act of voting might lead citizens to have a sense of greater governmental responsiveness, but that it does not cause feelings of increased political competence (internal efficacy).27 A rare empirical test of Pateman's theory in the workplace, however, found that greater democratization in industrial work settings was associated with higher levels of political efficacy. 28 Although exposure to referendum questions may not have the same educative effects as workplace democracy, it is reasonable to expect that referendums could have a greater effect on efficacy than elections to select representatives, as these latter decisions mediate the relationship between the citizen and policy outcomes. Work on Switzerland,29 for example, found signs of greater civic virtues and even happiness (in an attitudinal sense) in cantons that used direct, rather than just representative, democracy. Mendelsohn and Cutler also found evidence that the mass public learned about constitutional questions during the 1992 Charlottetown Constitutional Accord in Canada, but they found no effect on efficacy.30 To be sure, these more general and attitudinal arguments have been presented before in the United States. Cronin, for example, notes one of the early arguments favouring direct democracy was that 'giving the citizen more of a role in governmental processes might lessen alienation and apathy '.31 A key point here is that there have been no systematic tests of these more subtle effects of direct democracy in the setting of the United States, where the citizen's initiative device is used quite frequently. The issue of whether or not direct democracy has any effect on civic engagement has relevance to wider By definition direct democracy gives people a chance to participate in decisions that formally shape public policy and, as we noted above, this has long been held by some democratic theorists to be of value. Both the opportunity to participate, as well as the act of participation on policy decisions, can be expected to promote more positive views about the efficacy of individual political activity. At one level, it gives the mass public an occasional voice in government and provides some means -at least in principle -of ensuring that the public is consulted (or anticipated) in discussions about major policy issues. Work on Canadian attitudes about government, for example, points to the importance of being 'listened to' as a factor that shapes citizen attitudes about representative government generally.32 In a sense direct democracy assures voters that government either is listening to them or has to listen to them at some point.
At a second level, direct democracy provides an additional mechanism for citizens to shape policy outcomes. Voting on policy provides citizens another method, in addition to representative government, for expressing their consent or opposition to what the government might do (or might not do). The degree to which government policy actually reflects voter desires is a matter of debate, yet there is some evidence that policy more closely matches mass preferences in the American states that use direct democracy than in those states that lack direct democracy.33 The effect of initiatives on policy could be direct, via voters approving legislation, or indirect, via pressure that the threat of initiatives places on legislators. In the realm of mass attitudes, however, part of what might matter is that voters simply believe their voices will be heard by public officials when citizens vote directly on issues. Likewise, they may believe they are heard in ways perceived to be qualitatively different than they are when their 
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participation is limited to selecting representatives once every few years. When voting directly on initiatives and referendums, they may be one step closer to affecting policy outcomes than when they vote for candidates.
Institutions of direct democracy thus provide a political context where many citizens must consider and decide upon public issues and policies -at least relatively more so than in a standard electoral context. Where initiatives appear frequently on state ballots, it is more likely that active campaigns or media coverage might focus public attention on a major public issue or set of issues. In such an environment, citizens may feel more competent about their political skills as they receive more policy-relevant information than would have otherwise been the case, at least at some minimal level. Many voters who participate on ballot questions will also deliberate about how to vote on issues by using multiple sources of information and by seeking out cues about who supports or opposes the measure.34
Frey's argument goes further than this. He argues that in allowing citizens to participate in policy decisions, direct democracy bolsters civic virtues since the very system tells voters they are to be trusted. When treated as trustworthy, voters respond by being less cynical. The institution of direct democracy represents a constitutional expression of trust in citizens, in contrast to the more familiar constitutional expressions of mistrust.35
HYPOTHESES
One of the main hypotheses of interest, then, is that experience with direct democracy should promote more positive attitudes about the prospects for, and consequences of, citizen participation in the political system. Since we expect that institutions which provide extra-legislative opportunities for mass influence on policy are most relevant to the discussion above, we focus on experience with direct citizen initiatives in the states, rather than legislative referendums. And since it is relative levels of exposure to the practice of direct democracy that we expect to be of consequence, we treat direct democracy as a continuous variable here. One of the only existing studies to examine the relationship between direct democracy and Americans' attitudes about government38 examined state-level attitudes in aggregate, while treating the presence of direct democracy as a simple dichotomy. This method failed to detect differences across states. However, if actual exposure to direct democracy leads citizens to have a greater sense that they can influence government, we should expect that frequency of initiative use39 in a citizen's state explains some variation in individual-level attitudes about political efficacy. We expect more initiatives generally to lead to greater efficacy, but we also examine whether this relationship is non-linear. It may be that modest levels of initiative use increase efficacy, but beyond some point citizens may be overwhelmed -very high levels of use thus might cause them to feel less capable of having influence.
Running counter to this are two broad lines of argument. First, variants of this 'opportunities for participation breeds efficacy' hypothesis have had a disappointing history. Real-world voters are often not nearly as responsive to the opportunities to participate as academics and intellectuals would like. 40 The underwhelming track record of American mass political participation, and uniformly low levels of trust in government in the United States,41 suggest that the null hypothesis offers a fairly good chance of being supported in the American context. Secondly, the general literature on public regard for government tells us we must also account for rival hypotheses about other institutional effects that may well swamp that of direct democracy. One key factor is whether the voter supported candidates who lost in recent elections. That is, if the voter' s preferred candidates for office lost at election time, then the voter might come to feel that she has less 'voice' in government and could be correspondingly gloomier about the responsiveness of government to her needs.42 Contrary to Pateman's theory that greater participation in decisions will make citizens 'better' at democratic participating,43 the fact that a citizen is on the losing side of decisions might make her lose interest in politics, or at least lead her to have less sense that participation has positive consequences. State level variation in electoral results Another hypothesis from the broader literature suggests that fragmented control of political institutions can affect citizens' perceptions of governmental responsiveness. Listhaug and Wiberg's cross-national work, for example, shows that aside from economic conditions, the factors which strongly influence the degree of voter confidence in European governments are the (short) duration of governments and the number of parties in government. Multi-party coalitions and short-lived governments are viewed more negatively.44 The rise and fall of coalition governments and interparty bickering among coalition partners are, of course, not to be found in the American states. A rough analogy, however, might be that of divided government: voters living in states with divided government may find it more difficult to perceive who is responsible for policy outcomes. This could cause them to be less likely to believe they can direct government or hold it accountable. They may also be more likely to have a gloomier view of the governmental process than voters living where unified party control makes for less partisan bickering -at least in principle.
In addition to these controls for rival institutional effects, models estimating attitudes about personal political abilities and governmental responsiveness should also include terms for individual-level factors known to affect efficacy generally. Political and attitudinal attributes should also be accounted for. Strong partisans for example, having a more coherent approach to viewing their political world, could be expected to have a greater sense of efficacy than independents and weak partisans. Economic evaluations have also been found to affect electoral support for government,45 and also affect general attitudes about trust in government. main determinants of higher levels of political efficacy.49 The relationship between race (and minority ethnicity), direct democratic institutions and efficacy may be complex. Several highly visible ballot initiatives have targeted legislative policies that advanced minority interests50 and campaigns might turn mass opinions against minorities targeted by initiatives."1 This might lead minorities to have less efficacy where they are more frequently exposed to initiative politics.
MODEL SPECIFICATION
The existing literature has demonstrated that political efficacy is a multidimensional phenomena, with two unique dimensions encompassing views of personal political abilities, or internal efficacy, and political influence, or external efficacy.52 The 1992 American National Election Study (NES) provides a fine opportunity to study factors that affect citizen attitudes on each of these dimensions.53 In addition to standard questions about governmental responsiveness to citizens, the 1992 post-election study included a larger than usual array of questions on attitudes about the individual's sense of his or her own political abilities, and thus provides instruments that tap both internal and external political efficacy. A report on the first use of these measures in the 1987 NES Pilot Study and 1988 NES post-election study found that the items we use as measures of internal efficacy represent a single concept distinct from external efficacy and political trust.54
Democracy, Institutions and Attitudes
381
We conducted a Principal Components Analysis of seven efficacy measures relevant to this study, and results indicate that there are two distinct factors that structure responses. The four questions designed to measure internal efficacy load on a single, unique factor, while the two external efficacy questions load on a second unique factor.55 This suggests strongly that each respective set of items measures unique attitudinal phenomena, and that the items can be used to construct distinct indices of internal and external efficacy.
Respondents were asked, for example, whether they felt government was too complicated for them to understand, whether they felt they were qualified to participate in politics, whether they thought they could do as good ajob in public office as others, and whether they thought themselves to be better or less informed about politics than other people. We use the responses to these questions as separate dependent variables in our assessment of the effect of direct democracy on respondents' perceptions of their own personal capabilities as a citizen -or their internal efficacy. Scores on these four items are then summed to create a general index of internal efficacy.56
The 1992 Tables  1 and 2 . When the model was estimated using a dummy term for the effect of initiatives (where 1 = the state allows initiatives), the effect for direct democracy is generally significant, but less consistent than what is reported here. Model fit is slightly higher when frequency of use is used rather than a dummy term.
BOWLER AND DONOVAN non-initiative states (and Mississippi) to between 3 to 274 for initiative states.59
We use this rather than the number of initiatives on a state's ballot at the time of the survey because we believe it is the cumulative effect of exposure to direct democracy that should shape citizen attitudes.60 A respondent's status as a 'loser' in elections is represented by a variable coded 1 to represent respondents who voted for a losing presidential candidate in 1992. Likewise, a similar dummy term reflects whether the candidate who won the 1992 US Senate seat in the respondent's state came from a party other than the party the respondent identified with. Residence in states where control of the legislature was divided between parties, or where different parties controlled the governor' s office and at least one legislative chamber, was also represented with a dummy variable.
The second category of variables account for political and attitudinal factors that might affect efficacy. We include dummy terms for strong Democrats, strong Republicans and independents who do not lean to either party. The reference category is thus weak partisans and independents who 'lean' towards either party. These citizens have less interest in politics, and we expect them to have less efficacy as a result of their low interest and weak ties to parties.61 The model also includes measures of state and national economic evaluations (where high scores reflect economic worries). 
The final category of variables represent social and demographic factors discussed above (age, gender, race and education).62 We include an interaction between race (non-white) and initiative use to test if direct democracy reduces
RESULTS
We have coded the dependent variables such that higher scores are associated with a more efficacious reply. Looking first at the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) coefficients generated from our models, we find evidence in Table 1 that respondents in states that frequently use direct democracy are more likely to claim they have resources and skills that we might expect to be advantageous -or at least desirable -for democratic citizens. They are more likely to claim to have a good understanding of political issues, are more likely to consider themselves qualified to participate in politics, and are more likely to feel that they are better informed about politics than other people. The one test that fails to reject the null hypothesis about direct democracy is in the expected direction, but fails to attain statistical significance. On balance, however, the estimate of the summary index of internal efficacy demonstrates that respondents are more 
BOWLER AND DONOVAN
likely to see themselves as competent citizens when living in an institutional context that makes active use of direct legislation. These findings stand in contrast to studies of participation in representative elections that find voting to have no effect on internal efficacy.68 An alternative version of the model (not reported in the table) used a non-linear specification for frequency of initiatives to test if the effect on efficacy is muted or reversed at higher-levels of use.69 For each internal efficacy item, as well as the internal efficacy index, the non-linear terms were statistically insignificant. On one item (qualified to participate), the initial non-linear specification was significant. This effect, however, appears to be driven by respondents from California, one of the highest initiative-use states. When a dummy variable representing California is added to the linear and non-linear estimation of this attitude, the non-linear effect of initiative use becomes insignificant while the linear effect continues to predict positive attitudes about being qualified to participate. Californians, however, are significantly less likely to see themselves as well qualified in an estimation of the linear effect of initiative use, but they do not differ from the rest of the sample on all other measures of internal or external efficacy. When the California dummy is added to each of the other estimations (not reported here), there is no significant effect for California, and the linear effects of initiative use on efficacy reported in Table 1 remain unchanged.70 Thus, apart from the single estimation finding that Californians feel less qualified, there is no evidence that initiative use has reached levels that have a negative impact on our measures of efficacy.
The substantive magnitude of the effect of initiative use on a respondent's internal efficacy index score in Table 1 (0.0056) can be expressed when the coefficient is multiplied by a state's use of initiatives. For example, the mean score on the internal efficacy index is 11.3. With all independent variables held constant a respondent from California (a high initiative use state) had a score about 1.3 points higher than a respondent from New York (which has no initiatives).7" Residence in a state with a history of high initiative use then, is associated with an internal efficacy score about 10 per cent beyond the mean. In contrast a one category increase on the education measure -which is equal to the difference between having a two-year or a four-year college degree -is associated with a score 0.811 points higher (or about 8 per cent above the 
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There are also some notable effects for other institutional factors here. Respondents who identified with a party whose US Senate candidate was defeated in their state are generally less efficacious. Having voted for one of the losing presidential candidates is also associated with lower levels of internal efficacy on all but one of the measures. We also find that living in a state with divided government is associated with feeling less informed. The effects of being a loser in the electoral arena and residing in a state with divided government run in the opposite direction of the effects of direct democracy in every estimation, but the effect of divided government on the index of internal efficacy is not significant.
Among variables that account for political/attitudinal factors, there is evidence in most estimations that lack of a strong party anchor (represented by 'pure independents') is associated with less efficacy. Most of the variables that account for social and demographic traits are also important, with education and gender significant in every estimation. Increased education, as anticipated, provides a significant boost to citizens' perceptions of their political abilities. The effects of race and age appear to be less consistent, with race having little influence. There is partial evidence, however, that frequent use of direct democracy may have an adverse effect on non-whites' perceptions of their capabilities as citizens. The interaction term reflects that non-whites are less likely to see government as uncomplicated if they live in states that use initiatives more frequently. Non-whites residing in higher-use initiative states also have lower scores on the summary index of internal efficacy, but the effect is not statistically significant. The measure controlling for state political culture, furthermore, is also related to internal efficacy. Contrary to our expectations, respondents living in traditionalistic states are more confident that they are qualified to participate and do a good job in office, and score higher on the internal efficacy measure than residents of the most moralistic states. The important point here is that the indicator of state initiative use remains a significant predictor of efficacy even when variation in state culture -as defined by historic migration patterns -is accounted for.73 Table 2 illustrates that our estimates of external efficacy -or perceptions of governmental responsiveness -also support the hypothesis that more frequent direct democratic practice leads citizens to have a greater sense that government is responsive. Again, the substantive magnitude of the effect of initiative use is not trivial, particularly when compared to the relatively limited effect that variation in formal education has on external efficacy. Consider that the mean score on the summary index of external efficacy is 5.4. Using estimates of this index from Table 2 , a respondent from California would be predicted to have a score 0.6 points higher74 than a respondent from a non-initiative state. If this effect is considered as added to the mean external efficacy score, it would produce a score 11 per cent above the mean. A shift from a two-year to a four-year degree (or from a BA/BS to an advanced degree), in contrast, is associated with only a 0.127 increase on the external efficacy index, which is equal to being about 2 per cent above the mean. With one of the external efficacy items, however, the effect of frequent use of initiatives operates differently on non-whites. Non-whites living in states that use more initiatives are less likely to claim that 'public officials' care about what they think. This is consistent with the hypothesis that direct democracy, by producing outcomes that harm minorities, has a negative effect on minority citizens' attitudes about having influence in government.
Again, in Table 2 we also see that presidential electoral outcomes shape a citizen's perceptions of how responsive the government is to them personally. Respondents living in states with divided government are significantly less likely to claim they have a say. Overall, however, our models do a better job explaining variance in internal efficacy than external efficacy. Gender, age and lack of strong partisanship, which were significant in most estimations of internal efficacy, have less of a role in estimates of external efficacy. 
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BOWLER AND DONOVAN their governments do. The substantive magnitude of the effect, moreover, rivals that of education, which has been demonstrated to be a consistent predictor of efficacy.75 An extension of our logic suggests that citizens who consistently see themselves on the losing end of initiative contests, like those on the losing end of candidate contests, may have lower levels of political efficacy. Although we do not have direct measures of a respondent's support for various ballot measures, we find some indirect evidence of this effect. Non-white respondents residing in initiative states are less efficacious on some, but not most, of the instruments used to measure efficacy here.
It remains to be established what effect this increased sense of efficacy may have on participation in politics, and on other attitudes. It is also difficult to establish whether our findings reflect citizen perceptions that are shaped by actual policies enacted via initiative (or via legislatures operating under the threat of initiatives), or whether attitudes merely represent some response to a less consequential 'sound and fury' of initiative politics. That is, a democratic process of 'assured listening' that provides only an illusion of political influence, without actually altering policies, may also shape attitudes. It is possible then, that citizens may receive a false sense of empowerment from the use of initiatives if ballot measures have no consequence on policy, or if these measures advance policies that are inconsistent with the preferences of most citizens in a state. We do not expect that this is the case, however. There is mounting evidence that direct democracy does influence legislative behaviour by encouraging legislators to adopt policies that more closely mirror mass preferences.76 It seems reasonable to expect that a significant number of citizens are aware of this in direct democracy states and, thus, feel a greater sense of political efficacy than citizens in non-initiative states. In an era when cynicism about politics is high, these findings should not be seen as trivial.
Finally, we must acknowledge two caveats. First, the causal argument we offered could be reversed. Citizens may use their rights to the initiative in places where they are more efficacious, rather than having such initiatives cause them to feel more competent. Since our data are drawn at the mass level, however, we expect that our findings reflect citizens responding to initiatives that they probably did not initiate. Secondly, the level of analysis we employ could affect our results. As noted above, initiatives have been used more frequently in the United States in recent decades while efficacy has been in decline. This would suggest that frequent use of direct legislation -although associated with cross-sectional differences at a point in time -probably does not arrest secular declines in citizen efficacy. Direct democracy as practised in the United States might thus explain important differences in citizen attitudes across space, but not necessarily across time. 
